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RECENT CASES 

Arrest — Privileges — Attending Judicial Proceedings. — Weale v. 
Clinton Circuit Judge, 123 N. W. 31 (Mich.). — Held, that where a person 
was arrested in another state where he was residing with the relator's 
wife, and was returned to Michigan upon a requisition for non-support 
of his own wife, he was privileged from arrest upon relator's civil 
suit for alienation of relator's wife's affections, made upon the day that 
the criminal action was dismissed, and before he had an opportunity to 
leave the state. 

In criminal cases it is generally accepted that a fugitive from justice, 
surrendered by one state upon demand of another is not protected from 
prosecution for offenses other than that for which he was surrendered, but 
may be tried for any crimes committed in the demanding state either 
before or ofter extradition. State v. Kealey, 85 la. 94; People v. Cross, 
135 N. Y. 536. The majority of states, it seems, extend this doctrine, and 
hold that the federal law should not be construed as affording exemption 
to him from being subject to civil suits. Reid v. Ham, 54 Minn. 305; 
Williams v. Bacon, 10 Wend. 636 (N. Y.). In these states he is there- 
fore not even entitled to exemption from service for a reasonable time 
to return to the state from which he was brought by requisition. In re 
Walker, 61 Neb. 803. The courts of several states have decided, how- 
ever, that service in a civil suit obtained by the surrender of the fugitive 
is void. Compton v. Wilder, 40 Ohio St. 130; Moletor v. Sinnen, 76 
Wis. 308. In Wilson v. Donaldson, 117 Ind. 356, the court stated the 
reason for this exemption, saying, that one should not be burdened with 
the hazard of having to appear and defend a civil action on account of his 
defending a criminal action, for such a holding would tend to prejudice 
the defendant against his privilege to testify in his own behalf. 

Carriers — Carriage of Passengers — Care Required. — Indiana Union 
Traction Co. v. Ohne, 89 N. E. 507 (Ind.). — Held, that a common carrier 
is not absolved from liability for injuries, occurring through a car sliding 
and colliding with another car, owing to the rails being wet with the rain. 

A common carrier must use the highest degree of human care, pru- 
dence and foresight to avoid an injury to a passenger. Louis- 
ville, etc., R. Co. v. Ritter, 85 Ky. 368; Louisville, etc., R. Co. 
v. Swann, 81 Md. 400. And for the slightest negligence with re- 
ference to the exercise of such care, he will be liable. Jamison v. San 
Jose, etc., Ry. Co., 55 Cal. 593. Thus, running an extra car so close to 
the preceding car that it could not be stopped on the slippery rails when 
the preceding car had stopped at a street crossing, was held to show 
negligence in managing the car. Chicago City Ry. Co. v. Schmidt, 217 
111. 396. But the negligence must be the proximate and not the remote 
cause of the accident. Gillespie v. St. Louis, etc., R. Co., 6 Mo. App. 554. 
However, if the accident resulting in injuries is due to natural causes and 
is inevitable, the carrier will not be liable. McPadden v. New York Cent. 



